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IV.— PSEUDO-IONISM IN THE SECOND CENTURY A. D. 

The following paper on the use of the Ionic dialect in the second 
century A. D. was prepared in 1880 in connection with some studies 
in Lucian. As nothing has appeared since then in connection with 
the three Ionic pieces discussed, I publish it as written. I have 
added some notes from Karsten's dissertation, De Titulorum loni- 
corum Dial. Commentatio (1882). 

It seems probable that the Ionic, together with the other dialects, 
had ceased to be used for literary purposes, except in a most arti- 
ficial manner, before the second century A. D. (cf. Bernhardy 
Griech. Lit, I, §§ii and 85). 

Indeed an examination of the examples left to us and the refer- 
ences to them (cf. Lobeck's Aglaoph. II, pp. 997 and 998, and 
Lucian, Tauch. ed. XIV 13-15; XXI i; XXV 16) leads us to 
question what degree of purity existed even in the sf>oken dialects. 
The persistence, however, of language must not be underrated, and 
Lucian (XXXIX 15), in speaking of a woman from Smyrna, uses 
the expression Kodapas 'Imwkoc in describing her speech. 

I have made a comparison of the two Ionic pieces which are 
included among Lucian's writings — De Syria Dea and De Astro- 
logia — and of Arrian's Historia Indica, in order to determine how 
far they severally agree with Herodotus in the matter of form. 

For the text of Herodotus Stein's last edition (1877) has been 
assumed as the best provisional authority ; for Arrian, Hercher's 
(Teub.) text and Dubner's (Didot) with v. r. ; for Lucian, Reitz 
(1743) with V. r.; Jacobitz (1836 and Teub. 1851); Dindorf's 
Tauch. ed. (1858), the Didot edition, and also his Commentatio 
de Dial. Herod, in the Didot edition of Herodotus. This latter 
contains a synopsis of his emendations or corrections of the lonism 
of the De Syria Dea and De Astrologia. 

For these two pieces I have given below those deviations only 
(except for illustration of Arrian) from Herodotean form which 
Dindorf either incorrectly noticed or else did not notice at all. 

Whatever may be thought of the implication contained in the 
introduction to Jacobitz's ed. (1851) — "in Parisina ilia Luciani 
editione, recensionis nomine falso insignita, cui adornandae Gu. 
Dindorfius prospexit" — it can scarcely be asking too much of an 
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editor to require him to give in his critical text not what the author 
ought to have written, but, as nearly as may .be discovered, what 
he did write. This is Dubner's method in his edition of Arrian. 
He confines himself almost exclusively to emending such forms, 
etc., as are inconsistent with Arrian's own uniform usage in this 
same piece. He claims, however, that the imitators of Herodotus 
and Hippocrates did not express the full lonism of these writers, 
but conceded something to their own times. Again, the editor of 
the Teubner text, Rudolph Hercher, taking Dubner's text as a 
basis, has directed his emendations chiefly to what he considered 
un-Arrianic; only occasionally has he inserted in his text or 
noticed the variations from Herodotean form. 

Amongst others the following books have been frequently 
referred to : 

1. Merzdorf's two articles: Curtius Studien, Vol. VIH, De 
Dialecto Herodotea, and Vol. IX, Vocal verkurzung und Metathesis 
im lonischen. 

2. Renner : Studien I, Quaest. de Dial. Antiquioris Graec. Poesis 
Elegiacae et lambicae. 

3. Erman : Studien V, De Titulorum lonicorum Dialecto. 

4. Veitch : Irregular and Defective Greek Verbs. 

5. The introductions and Uebersicht des Dialekts to the editions 
both of Abicht and Stein. 

6. Bredow: Quaest. Crit. de Dial. Herod. (Lipsiae, 1846) when 
not too antiquated for use. 

In a work of this kind only an approximate degree of certainty 
can be attained. There are four more or less unknown factors in 
the problem: i. What is truly Herodotean usage? 2. Did a given 
author intend rigidly and uniformly to imitate the dialect of Herod- 
otus and of him only ? 3. If so, how much is to be attributed to 
carelessness and how much to ignorance on the part of the author 
himself? 4. How far are the deviations or coincidences due to 
overwise scribes ? 

In spite of all this uncertainty, many points may be considered 
settled by investigations already made. 

Merzdorf (Studien VIII, p. 207) is no doubt justified in believing 
that but littie additional light can be thrown upon the text of 
Herodotus from the pseudo-Ionists of the second century; but we 
are in the dark in regard to many of the most fundamental ques- 
tions concerning the Ionic dialects, and the following collation of 
facts, interesting in itself as showing the character and extent of 
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this pseudo-Ionism, may prove useful in some subsequent inves- 
tigation. 

No full examination of Arrian's lonism has heretofore, as far as 
I know, been published, and the following notes will show that the 
collection of variations in the two Lucianic pieces, given in the 
introduction to the Didot edition of Herod., is in part superficial 
and in part at variance with more recently discovered facts. 

Of the three pieces under consideration the Historia Indica 
presents the fewest difficulties. 

As it is transmitted as genuine, the investigation is not com- 
plicated by the question of authorship. 

Arrian's lonism also more closely resembles the usage of Herod- 
otus. He has some divergencies which are not found in the 
Lucianic pieces, but there are fewer in proportion to the bulk, which 
is about twice that of the other two combined. The question 
remains : Did he intend a thorough imitation of Herodotus ? It may 
be assumed provisionally that he did. 

As was to be expected in so close an imitator of Xenophon, there 
are to be found also in this piece reminiscences of that author: 
e. g., §2, ra Be . . . irpos (co. For, apart from the un-Herodotean 
form of the word itself, Herodotus seems to have generally used 
the article in this combination; of. H 8 and V 49, npos Trjvrja, but 
H 32, 77p6g r]S>. In Xen. Hell. 5, 4, 49 is found precisely this com- 
bination TO TTpOS &. 

aTTOjiax^^t §1) is a Xenophontean word. So vava-mopos, §4, is the 
Xenophontean form (see below). These and other expressions 
occur, but there is unmistakable evidence that Arrian strove, in 
addition to the forms, to give his diction an Herodotean flavor. 
Thus 3, 10, SoKeeiv (v. r. So««) 8' efiotye; cf. Herod. I 131 (with &) 
and often without i>s; I 172 ; II 4, 42, etc. Again, compare 4, 7, 

evBajrep avTos eavTov (rreivoTaros y e? eKarov frraBiovSj and ID, 6, fiaKpordrrj 
avTrl emvTTJs . . , es oyborjKOvra arabiovs, with Herod. IV 85, rrj dpiraTOs 
airros etovTov, aTaSioi TpirjKoiTloi, etC. J cf. also I 2O3; II 8. 

Often there is evident an effort to imitate Herodotus' manner 
in order of words; cf, e.g., 5, 10-13 and, especially for matter, 13, 
with Herod. II 42-45. But the imitation of matter is more success- 
ful than that of the manner; cf. H. I. 6-9 with Herod. II 13-25. 
verm 5e rj 'ivBSiv yij Tov Sepeos H. I. 6, 4 (and sqq.) with Herod. II 13, 
o)s vcTQi Trao-a rj x">pi '""'' 'eXX^i/<bc; also Herod. I 193; II 13, 22, 25; 
III 10; IV 50, 198. H. I. 6, 7 the allusions are to Herod. II 20 
and 22, who combats there these reasons for the overflow of the 
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Nile, etc. The careful distinguishing between personal and in- 
direct knowledge, familiar to the reader of Herodotus, becomes 

sometimes ludicrous, as in 15, I, rtypios 8e SoprjP (uv Ibeh X/y« Ne'ap- 
Xos, avTOV Se riypiv ovk ISflv ; cf. d. d. S. §1 and §45. 

For dti(j)L c. dat. (H. I. i8, 4)i=Trepi c. gen. cf. Ktlhn II, p. 424, 
and add to his examples Herod. V 52; VI 131. 

Some other coincidences in vocabulary may be mentioned. 
Thus Xiiivrjs IxSvaSfoi (§41, i) recalls Xlnvtj Ix0v<ii8t]s, Herod. VII 109, 
and in §29, after telling his story in the preceding sentences much 
as Herod, does, he uses (14) the expression Skes Si airdfiaToi ylvovrai : 

with this in particular cf Herod. IV 53 aXes te inX tm (TTOfxari airov 

aiiTofiaTot miymvTai ajrXeTot. Compare the passage in general. 

The motif, then, however superficially carried out, was a desire 
to revive the style, selection of matter, and treatment of Herodotus, 
as well as his dialect. In addition to the points cited above, the 
digressions (e. ff., §6, etc.), after the manner of Herod., and the 
speeches introduced §§20, 34 and 36, bear witness to this. 

The authorship of the d. d. S. and the De Astrologia has been 
much discussed, and the conclusion has been pretty general that 
they are not by Lucian. Before accepting this conclusion, how- 
ever, it may be asked: i. Are they necessarily by the same hand? 
2. If not, does one more than the other recall Lucianic peculiarities 
of style, diction or treatment ? 3. What reason can be assigned 
for the production of either one or the other ? 

Dindorf classes both pieces together, and in a sufficiently sweep- 
ing style declares (Com. de Dial. Herod. §22): "Exceptis pau- 
corum quorundam vocabulorum formis, iotae sunt ad imitationem 
Herodoti compositae." But it would seem that little except mere 
external dialectic peculiarities can be urged by way of imitation of 
Herodotus in the De Astrologia. Nor is it necessary to assume 
that Lucian was the author either of both, or else of neither of the 
two. An examination shows that they are different both in manner 
and in matter. It may be noted that the d. d. S. is wanting in 
Codex T (Vaticanus No. 87), but this Codex is " fine mutilus." 

In the d. d. S. the hand of Lucian is suggested for the following 
reasons: i. There is suppressed satire running through the piece. 
2. The imitation of Herodotus is in many places decided enough 
to imply an author as familiar with Herodotus as we know Lucian 
to have been. 

First, as to this point, we must assume that the description 
is written either by some superstitious author or else as a covert 
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satire upon persons of that character. To see Lucian in this latter 
role, cf. Alexander, Philopseudes, and Peregrinus. E. g., §13, the 
grave statement of the wonder in comic imitation of Herod. So 
in §25, a plain reminiscence of Herod. Ill 84 and 118, it is like 
Lucian to find the original account outdone by changing r)v /jij 

yvvaiKi, to ov8' r^v yvvaiKt. 

It is like Lucian to relish his satire, and (§29 adfin^ it is like him 
to find: " For my part, I think the fear of falling also contributes a 
good deal to their wakefulness." Again, §30 ad Jin. seems like 
Lucianic mockery; cf. too §32. §37 reminds us of the lies which he 
tells the credulous mob about the death of Peregrinus. In §40 note 

the half-casual addition of in ywaiKai. In §45 koI Hx^ to ■nolr^fi.a 

might be either Lucian's fun or the credulity of a dupe, but in 
the next section the solemn explanation, by conjecture, of the 
jugglery would be admirable by way of imitation of Herod. 
§§53 and 54 seem to contain hits at Jewish observances (cf. De 
Morte Peregrini). 

Finally, just as in §1 he said : " ypa<^a hi 'Ao-o-uptos e&i-," so at the 
end, to justify more fully his claim to knowledge, " avTofiri," he 
claims to have been subjected when a boy to the ceremony he 
describes. 

The De Astrologia, on the other hand, does not bear the marks 
of an author who, however great his faults, rarely descended to 
the level of uniform dullness presented by this piece without the 
suspicion of satire to enliven it. At most we should have to 
assume that it was a late production of Lucian's, written possibly 
during his stay in Egypt, as a lecture, to show his familiarity with 
mythology. When his vitality had been sapped he may possibly 
have attempted a serious scientific explanation of current super- 
stitions. In the savage (?) use of the word yot]Teir) (§10) one might 
fancy he saw the traces of Lucian's hand, or in a fancied satiric 
tinge at the end of §24. But the whole is very flat, and is most 
probably the work of some third-class writer. 

Some things, however, would seem to indicate that both are 
productions of the same author. Compare De Astr. §7, vol n-qv, 
and §14, vaX fUvToi, with d. d. S. §10, vaX firjv. Also the use of 
tnufvai for eivm, which occurs in both. But this latter epic pecu- 
liarity may have belonged to a stock-in-trade of second-century 
lonisms, and hence would not prove a unity of authorship. 
Aretaeus, an imitator of Hippocrates, used it ; cf. Mattaire's Com- 
mentariolus, p. 515: " Infinitivus modus transformat -ew in -efitvai, 
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-(imi in -t/ievai, -ijvm in rifievai," e. g., B. I. Morb. Acutorum, c. 7; 
Morb. Diuturn. I, c. 5, etc., in all of which we find e/iiKmi. 

Secondly, imitation of Herodotus. Lucian's own expressions of 
contempt (vtd. supra) for those who affect Ionic, do not militate 
against the probability of his having tried to beat them at their 
own game, while at the same time he made good his opportunity 
for ridiculing the piety of the old historian as well as the 
superstitions of his own time. He has himself (Luc. XXI i) 
apprised us of his admiration for Herodotus as a writer, and he 
certainly would have been as capable of imitating him as would 
any other writer of the second century A. D. 

In the following passages and turns of thought an imitation is 
apparent. In the first place, the dialectic and other obvious 
resemblances may be passed over — e. g., TtpStroi avBpumaiv t&v fjfiels 

tbfifv, or Kojjt^a^ov luv p-oi (jripi) TOO-aSe flpr)<T6a> Or SoKc'eic 8e poi (cf. Arr. 

H. 1. and vid. Dindorf ad loc). 

In d. d. S. §25, a, Kopfid^e K. T. \., reminds us of the address of 
Darius to the mutilated Zopyrus, Herod. Ill 155; and further on 
in the same section there appears to be exaggerated allusion to the 
honors heaped upon Zopyrus, and by the words iaBrjns 'Awipmi 
we are reminded of the ia-drjTa MrjSiKrjv (Herod. Ill 84) ; and again, 
for the permission to go to the king without announcement, cf. 
Herod. Ill 84 and 118. And finally, though this is less evident, 
by the last clause in §25 we are reminded of Herod. Ill 160 : 

" TovTa yap oideis tlfpaeav r/^laxre kw iavTov avp^aXetv." Again, in §27, 
np&repov 8e poi 6vp6s elneiv suggests Herod. 1 I, ^v dvpos {mUadei) , 
or VII 116, dvpos <7<}>i ey(V(To drir/craaBai tov noKepov. In §30, rjaKrjTai 

used of building.s has an Herodotean flavor; cf. Herod. II 130, 
169; III 57. 

Below follows a comparison of the Ionic forms and the devia- 
tions from the lonism of Herodotus as exhibited in the three pieces 
under discussion. 

§1. Dual. It is commonly accepted that Herodotus did not 
make use of the dual number either in declension or in conjugation 
{vid. Stein and Abicht), and Kuhner, Ausf. Gram. I, §98, says: 
" Im ganzen Herodot findet sich der Dual nur an zwei Stellen 
durch die codd. gesichert" {i. e., I 11 u. 91). In his second 
volume, however, §349, 3, Kahner tells us: ... " Prosaiker, wie 
Herodot, die alteren Attiker, audi Xenophon u. A. gebrauchen 
denselben (d. i. den Dual) haufig." This latter statement is care- 
lessness, but Dabner also seems to forget the facts when deciding 
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Upon the use of the fern, dual of the article : Arr. Ind. XVI 9, 
aiKpoiv raiv xv*"' v- '• <"• ™''' X-y " quod," he says, " non recepi, 
lonicorum scriptorum exempla quia non in promptu " erant." This 
does not have much point if he is referring to epic usage, while if 
the so-called " New-Ionic " writers are intended, we are told that it is 
entirely foreign to the usage at least of Herodotus. 

In the d. d. S. §30, we find opyvieai> Suoij/. In the two Herodotean 
passages above cited. Stein writes SvSiv.' In the H. I. occur a 
number of instances of the dual, so that we must assume that 
Arrian, if he was imitating Herodotus in form, neglected or was 
ignorant of this peculiarity. In §VII i, Svolv: this particular 
form might be justified from the two passages cited, or from 
inscriptions, but there occur others both in declension and conju- 
gation — viz.: §XVII 6, . . . SoKlfua avbpe, dveypa\jrdTrjv ; in §XIV 

5 and 6, several instances in a description of an elephant playing 
a pair of (or rather three) cymbals. The situation may be sufficient 
to account for a deliberate deviation. 

Hippocrates does not seem to have used the dual, and although 
I have found one instance in his imitator of this period — Aretaeus 
(Bt/3' iyKvijrai tu) jroSe) — it is not to be found in a number of other 
passages where pairs (hands, feet, etc.) are mentioned. There 
does not seem to be secure evidence that either the " New-Ionic " 
writers used the dual or the lonists of the second century A. D. 

Augment. Dindorf (Commentatio de Dial. Herod, ad d. d. S. 

§18) conjectures for dfiei^ero, ripfi^ero (on the analogy of rjp^aro, 

which he had just above corrected to the true Hdt. form — vid. 
Stein) or d/iel^eTai ; in his Tauchnitz edition, however, he writes 
d/ifi/Sero ("never augmented," Stein), and in this same edition, d. d. 
S. §22, he augments aiXi^ero " now," as Veitch says significantly 
(vid. Veitch, Greek Verbs s. v.). 

Abicht lays down the rule : " In all verbs beginning with the 
diphthongs m, av, ev, 01, the augment is omitted." Stein, however, 
limits this, but says that no verbs beginning with ev (except ^Zbrn), 
or with ot, are augmented. He mentions also a number of others 
beginning with the other diphthongs which are not augmented. 

But in Arrian we find <^ki<tp(vol, ^Kti (Diibner, 18, 10 m<e«f) in i, 
2, 5 ; 5. 13 ; 10, 4 ; 18, 10; 22, 10, etc. 

' A good example in Attic is Andocides I 144, ralv xH>olv ralv iuavrov, where 
the fem. article occurs twice, making the reading more secure. 

■^ Genetivura Sviiv bis exhibet titulus Chius quinto saeculo exaratus. (Kar- 
sten, §12.) 
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Dindorf (Comment, de Dial. Herod, ad d. d. S. §24) says that 
the Codices gi\'e here (Ipyaa-fiej'op, as elpyda-ao, §25 (for term. cf. 
Merz. Studien VIII, p. 187); so too De Astrologia, §23, " epya^ovTo: 
Probabilius dpyd^ovTo." Stein says, "epya^opm stets ohne Augment." 
With this compare Arr. H. I. 28 2 : tUv Ep. and Att. for eav. So 
d. d. S. §31, epic form eiarai ; cf Herod. II 86 KaTmrat, and IX 90, 
KaTfUTo. Dindorf, moreover, d. d. S. §25 (Tauch. ed.) accepts »«? 
for alree ; also, §26, he writes dirp-fovro for diaireopro. Merzdorf and 
Stein omit augment and give contract form SiaLrZino ; cf (Studien 
VIII, p. 194) Catalogue of Contract Verbs, and, e. g., Herod. I 120, 
123; III 65; IV 95, 114, 121, etc. 

In this connection cf. form ioiKos in Arr. H. I. 6, 6. Hercher, in 
accordance with his practice of emending only in accordance with 
Arrian's own usage, says : " In sequentibus pro ioiKos scripsi ciVo's." 
The commonly approved Herodotean forms are : oikq, oiVds, etc. 
Veitch says this is true " in the case of the participle, but the indie. 
eot/c« occurs often without v. r." Here perhaps it is an epic remi- 
niscence. 

In Arr. 13, 10 occurs the form eaXaKOTas. Veitch discusses this 
form at length, q. v. Merzdorf (Studien, VIII 142) regards rjKax- 
Herodotean. 

tjKiivos and i')6eKa. In d. d. S. §60, Dindorf (De Dial. Herod.) says : 
" Scribendum eVeirat ex codicibus." Erman (De Dial. Tit. Ion. 
Studien V., p. 286-7) shows from inscriptions that Dindorf and 
Bredow are wrong in denying the shorter forms for these words. 

Declension. Nouns of the third decl. ending in 19 and vs. In 
the ace. pi. Stein allows both the contracted and uncontracted 
forms,' and so Kuhner (cf I, p. 348, " Die ep. Akkusativform auftas 
St. is kommt sehr haufig vor, so jroXiar an sehr vielen Stellen ohne 
Variante, ebenso . . . iravrjyvpias," 6, 3). Arrian, however, seems to 
have used the uncontracted forms throughout ; cf. Hist. Ind. 7, 2, 

3 ; II, II ; 12, 5 ; 32, 11 iroKias, and 6, 8, etc. ix6ias ; 15, 3 nypias 
(Cod. A riyprias), etc. 

So also in the two Lucianic pieces Jacobitz has the uncontracted 
forms throughout. Dindorf, however (Tauch. ed., 1858), without 
adducing MS authority writes Travijyvpts, d. d. S. §§i and 2, and 
noXis, De Astr. §23 (R. and J. ndXias'), but De Astr. §7 and d. d. S. 
§14 IxBiias, and De Astr. §22 vokias. In nom. pi. Stein gives n-o'Xief 
(ttoXiv ?) and Kuhner says : " Der Nom. Pi. findet sich nur ganz 

'Accusativi pluralis exempla in quinti saeculi titulis habes duo, alterum 
solutam praebens formam ■n-o/l(()of, alterum contractam ■n-p^mf (Karsten,gii,3). 
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vereinzelt ohne Variante." D,, however, writes, d. d. S. §io, 
■navr]yvpK\ §12, o^is ; and §14, rnVxtf. In Arr. H. I. 8, 5, Dubner, 

TToXies (Cod. TToXijer). 

/SoCr and xovs. The epic ace. pi. ^ias occurs in d. d. S. (D. and 
J.) §54 ; De Astr. §22 (probably here an Homeric reminiscence, 
"'HtXi'ou TOLs /Soar"); and Arr. H. I. 7, 7. Herodotus always has 
ace. pi. |8oCj (cf. Kuhner, I, p. 352), but nom. pi. 3d«. Merzdorf 
(Studien VIII, p. 215) discusses' this form and also ^oOr, *xo-Por, 
xavv. In Arr. H. I. 13, 3 and 5 this latter word occurs once in the 
Herodotean form x^^^ and once x°°^- For the sake of uniformity 
Dubner changes one (c. 5) and writes both x^ov. But Kuhner, I, 
p. 393 : " In der Bedeutung von aufgeworfener Erde (which is the 
meaning 1. c.) geht 6 ^ow nur nach ^oSr." So Stein, ;^oO>', Hdt. 
VII 23. 

Some other points may be noticed in the third declension. 
Thus iw.vTiav, Astr. §23, for fuivrlav {e. g., Hdt. Ill 124). Arrian, 
H. Ind. §18, 4; 18, 10, 'A^^ijrdXfms^ and -Xei' occur for the Hdtean. 
forms -dXios and -Xt, and 21, 3 afmimai for a/iwrmTio-t. Elsewhere, 
Ind. 29, 9 ; 30, 8 and 37, 5, Arrian has the form avattwrK. 

Passing to adj. in -yeas, we find that Dindorf allows, d. d. S. §7, 
the word ^av^dyeas ; but adjectives formed from y^ take, in Hdt., the 
suffix -yawi {vid. Stein), although the prefix is y«<o- {e. g., yeanrf'Sav 
and vid. Merz. St. IX, p. 236). Hence this should be ^av06yaios, 
if formed as in Herodotus. Arrian has the correct form — e. g., 

22, 2 lieaoymr)!/. 

In the declension of the word MiVay we find, De Astrol. §20, the 
ace. sing. uiva. This is the epic form (though also the Attic). 
The Attic decl. runs mlvas, gen. uivaos (once MiV<»), ace. MiVw. In 
Hdt. it is declined, gen. Mlva (its'), ace. Mivav ; cf. Hdt. 170 and 
171. Once, indeed, the gen. Mivaos does occur, but from this 
would have resulted, according to the ordinary rules of Ionic reso- 
lution, i/iivaa in the ace, just as the ace. "HpaM is found in Hdt. 
alongside of the form 'Hpav (Mlvaa and MiVa> are also found 
in V. 11.) 

1 But see K. Z. Vol. XXV, pp. 17 and 19, 

^TrdAeuf ... in tituIoChio bis legitur (Karsten, §18, 4). 

^ Reitz, ad d. d. S. §60 : " 7r6/l£i. Qui delicias lonicas amat, iroXi scriberet. 
. . . Sed quia 7r6?^i perpetuo in hac Dial, ut c. I, 10, 13, 21 ac 22, etc., niliil 
mutavi, etsi scribarum vitium puto." Dindorf changes to ffd/lt (Roehl, I. G. No. 
497> 3l> Svvajiei; cf. Renner, Stud. V 305). Karsten, §11, gives x^"'- ffoii a 
fifth-century inscription j cf. also §17. 
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So in d. d. S. §22 D. allows the Ep. gen. yowmr for Herod. 
yovvarav, although just below he corrects the Ep. gen. awpriKroio. 

Contracts. In d. d. S. §55, Dindorf would write aelpai for apas, 
with which compare §52, aeipavres. There is much diversity of 
opinion on this point. Stein always writes the uncontracted forms 
— e.g., I 87; I 90; VIII 56, etc. Veitch,' however, says that 
Hdt. uses the contract form as well as the other, and that both 
forms occur in Hippocrates. Arrian (H. 1.) has constantly the 
contract forms — e. g., 25, 7; 27, 2, 3, 4, 6; 29, i, 7. Finally, 
Merzdorf (Stud. V, pp. 186-7) says : " Bredovius, Dindorfius, 
Steinius pleniorem formam solam Herodoteam esse slatuerunt, quod, 
quamquam in tit. Ephes. C. I 2953, a Kirchhoiifio . . . medio saeclo 
quinto attributo, iirdpas endpri reperitur, itemque in mitiore Hippo- 
cratis lonismo formae contractae praevalent : . . . (Renner, St. I 
I, 189), jure fecerunt, cum analogia vocabulorum ddda afKr/xa 
deciens exstantium et verborum aetKflri oetKej etiam deipa solutum 
poscat." The verb (cw)afei8a occurs too, Arr. Ind. 10, i, in the 
contracted form itcabovrai. (This is also left uncontracted by 
Stein.) 

Compounds with fepyos are usually (for exceptions vid. Stein) 
left uncontracted in Herodotus (cf. Merzdorf, Studien VIII, p. 
213); in Arr. Ind. 12, i the forms Sij/xtoupyixoi' and Xfirovpyoi ; 
n-pomrov, §20, 3, therefore do not conform. So also §9, 5, Tea-a-a- 
paKovTovTffs (wrong also in the numeral itself. Ionic Tio-a-fpaKovra), 
and finally §9, 7, TpiaKovToirefs. Arrian has the correct form, ifKios, 
which Dindorf notices as Herodotean in his Commentatio, 
although he retains ^e'Xtoj "ex codicibus" in his Tauch. ed. of 
Lucian. 

Arrian, H. I. 19, 5, has the form SmSeKa. Herod, wrote dvaScKo 
(cf Stein) ; for this we have independent evidence from a Thasian 
inscription (vid. Studien V, p. 306, Erman) containing this word. 

In reference to the declension of the word (3opei;s a few points 
may be noticed, d. d. S. §28, ^opfV the ace. is the correct Ionic 
form, but the tetrasyllable genitive fiopeea is not Herodotean. 
Dindorf, to be sure, so declines the word and (Comm. de Dial. Her. 
§9) says: " Si poetae literam ejicere quam synizesin duabus ultimis 

' Supporting Veitch is Brugmann, K. Z. XXVII, pp. 197-8 : " Neben der 
prSsensform aeipo (Homer, Herodot, tragiker), . . . hat man die form alpu bei, 
. . . Herodot (cnraipuai, VIII 57, 60; eiraipei^, VII 10)." Speaking of the 
analogy of aeiia, asMr/g, etc., he says: "Unsere darlegung zeigt das dieser 
grund zu ausmerzung von alpu bei Herodot hinfallig ist." 
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syllabis adhibere maluerunt, rationem secuti sunt idoneam. Quae 
quum nulla sit in oratione prosa, ego plenam formam eea> ubique 
vel ex codicibus vel ex conjectura restitui," etc. But Merzdorf 
(St. VIII, p. 172), in treating of the combination <«<», brings up 
various examples to show that this special triple combination' was 
not liked by the lonians, and instances this word /Sope'u, claiming 
that the trisyllabic form only has MS authority. 

Diibner, Arr. Ind. 2, i, writes (contrary to Codex A, which has 
fiopeov) ^opha. Arrian 6, 9 has also the form ^opeioTepov for the 
Herodotean fioprjioT^pov. 

Another group of contractions may be noticed in connection 
with the form which Dindorf (De Astr. §17) writes — t. e., iirevaaavro 
for (nfforjaai/To. According to Merzdorf, St. VIII, p. 221, this is a 
false analogy from the true contractions in the aor. and perf of 
(Soow. Merzdorf claims that there was an essential difference 
between the r) sprung from c, as in voea, and that from a, as in 
0oda>. Stein, however, admits these contracts from voea when they 
occur alongside of the uncontracted forms, but derives them from 
a different stem. Merzdorf thinks this incredible. Still further 
astray, he continues, is Dindorf in making the contraction within 
the stem — e. g., ^mdrjarai for fforfdrjcrai, as if parallel to fimcrai. Stein 
agrees on this point: "i^i>6eov efiadti^av u. a. von PoriBfw standen 
bisher an einigen Stellen, haben sich aber als gefalscht erwiesen." 
In this connection is to be noted, Arr. Ind. 10, 6, the un-Herodotean 

form dyborjKOVTa for oyBwKOvra, 

Contractions inflexional endings, especially in verbs ending in 
Oft), eo>, and 6a>. As little or nothing is certainly established {yid. 
Merzdorf's detailed discussions in St. VIII), I will notice only a 
few forms in the pieces under our consideration. In De Astr. §19, 
if Herodotean forms are to be inserted at all, we must read for 

atraiatpoipevos, either dTraiapeoixevos (cf. Hdt. IV I03 ; VII 61, 92), or, 

if the question be so decided, aTraiapevpevos. 

In Arr. H. I. 20, 3, Dubner has emended iTTivooip^eva to iTTivodn^va, 
while anoixaxoipivoi, §24, 2 (fut.) (per emend. Dubneri), would be 

' To show the need of caution in accepting any sweeping statements about 
the passion of the lonians for vowel-sounds indefinitely succeeding one 
another, it is worth while to note the results from the inscriptions ; e.g., Erman 
St. V, p. 290 (De Tit. Ionic. Dial.), in discussing proper names made up of the 
suffix from /c/leof, says : " Diu . . . ante Herodotum in duabus lonum sedibus 
inter se quam maxime distantibus, Mileti et in coloniis Chalcidensibus, con- 
tractam reperimus formam (j. e., -kHjq)." Vid. also p. 291 ad Jin. 
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cmofxaxeaiixtvoi (Veitch and Abicht), or dtroiiaxt]cr6ixevoi (Stein), if 
conformed to Herodotus. 

Of the transfer of verbs in -am to -ea not much need be said. 
Dindorf in his Commentatio corrects the numerous un-Herodotean 
forms of the verb opda found in his edition of 1858 in accordance 
with the laws given by Merzdorf (cf. Stein VIII, p. 207, etc.). 
The form ix(Tavr)bia>v (Ion. for iKTamfiawv), d. d. S. §36, shows that 
the author of the d. d. S. was not ignorant of this dialectic law. 
Of the usage of Arrian, Dabner says in the preface to the Didot 
edition : " Verborum in ea> formae lonicae frequentes sunt in codi- 
cibus, atque eas baud cunctanter posui ubique : sed verborum in 
da> et in oa> nullae usquam praeter vulgares formas apparent, ex- 
ceptis tribus, opeofiev, KOfioaivTes (bis) et xp^^i^^voi: in his igitur substiti, 
quum vel in nativis lonibus horum verborum conjugatio nondum 
prorsus sit ad liquidum perducta." 

Of the following verbs in the Hist. Ind. — i. e., likavMiifvoi 7, 2; 

TpvyaxTiv II, 10; drjpSxTi I3> IJ f^eTTriSccv 28,4; dva<f>V(Ta>iJifvov 30, 2; 

i^rfpmrav (wrongly for -(iparav, cf. Veitch) 33, 6 ; ^oavres 33, 7 ; and 
avripara (wrongly for dveipaTo) 35, 7 — all except Tpvy&a-i (wh. Stein, 
Herod. IV 199, contracts) and i^r)nriba>v are included by Merzdorf 
(vid. St. VIII) in his lists of verbs which are either usually or 
always contracted in Herodotus as in Attic. 

The remaining forms — i. e., those from opda — contracted by 
Arrian — e. g., Spapem 30, 6; and KaropSxrip (3 p., pi.) (emended by 
Dijbner from KaOop-') 32, 6 and 37, 4 — are shown by Merzdorf to vary 
greatly in the MSS. 

Diaeresis. In De Astr. §1 (Dind. Tauch. ed.) pavretris and 
dXriddtis occur. The latter is correctly retained (ex Cod. 90) as 
coming from the proparoxytone aX,}5«ta, while the form pavrrjirjs 
from the paroxytone fiavTela should have been allowed to stand 
(cf Abicht: Uebersicht des Dial. Herod. §2). In De Astr. §2, from 
the two readings aibplr] ("codex unus") and aihpelrt ("alii") he 
selects the former in his Tauch. edition, possibly because this is an 
epic word. In his Commentatio, however, he had said: "Quod 
aibpt)it) scribendum." Stein and Abicht, however (Hdt. VI 69), 
edit aiBpdfi, on the analogy of aktjdfid, dXridnfj. 

With this cf. Arr. H. I. §17, 4, Mplriv (v. r. dvSplav) for Hero- 
dotean form dvbpijlriv, and §40, i, Xr/a-rm for Xrfiarm. He writes 
dprjiop correctly for Speiov, for this is made by Herod, himself (cf. 
Herod. VIII 52, Abicht) an exception to the rule for proparoxy- 
tones. 
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Dindorf prefers the reading (Cod. 90) De Astr. §§6 and 10 
(Tauch. ed.) |(ita, but Herodotus retained the contraction. 

The Ionic form of dav/ia Stein writes dav/m ("ein abgeschwachter 
Oder uneigentlicher Diphthong"). Dindorf in these pieces — e. g., 
d. d. S. c. 7, and De Astr. c. 3 — always corrects to 6a>ii- ; in the 
Ionizing dialogues, however, as in the Vitarum Auctio, c. 6, he 
writes davimarrj, although he writes Ipoi for Upol. Arrian also gives 
the form 6s>ixa, c. 34, 10; 40, 5 (ex Codice). 

Interchange of Vowel-Sounds, a for r\. In Arr. Ind. c. 9, 10 

•noKvnpayfioviaraTov, and C. 43, ID ■noKvKpa.yp.oavvr\s, OCCUr fof Hero- 

dotean ■npr)y-^ Again c. 30, g, o-mydo-t for o-ir/ydo-i ; finally c. 4, 6, 
16 ; 5, 2 vava'mopos, which is a twofold departure from the Hero- 
dotean form vr\vcTmipifros. 

a for e. Arr. C. 9, 5 ; 22, 9 has Teaa-apaKOVTa for TiiraepaKOVTa, 

and c. 13, 2 ; 21, 13 TfVo-apcr for naaepes. So in c. 8, 6 he has 
iipcTfvas for ?p<rerat. Dind. in his Tauch. edition emends De Astr. 
c. II, appeiia and appa/fs, the late form, to the classic form apa-evts, 
etc. It is hard to see what is gained by this. 

f for a. Arr. Ind. presents pretty uniformly the Attic forms 
of Te/i"" — cf. c. 2, 2; II, 10; 13, 12; 20, 10 — but the Ionic forms of 
rpfwa. In the Lucianic pieces Dindorf has emended similar slips. 

efor Tf. In Arrian is found throughout the form eas (the East) 
for i)a>s, and f<»or for ^oJor, and eaQev for TjaQev — e. g., 2, I ; 2, 7 ; 
3, 3, 4; 5, 2; 26, 6, etc. 

In d. d. S. c. 17 occurs the form KaTevex^<i'""> the Herodotean 

form is Karevdx^rjvm. So in De Astr. C. 15 Karrfvix^ri for KaTrjveixdr) ; 

cf. Hdt. I 66, 84; II 116, 121 (/?«.), etc. (Dindorf takes no notice 
of these forms.) 

(i for e. Arrian H. I. c. 14, 9 the form ^6(iov occurs: Hdtean. 

is ^dcor. So C. 25, 7 a.nob€b(i.yp.€VOv for anoh^bfyinevov, and C. 33, 8 

hu^dv and fhei^€ for 8e'|ctr and eSe^e. Dindorf notices and corrects 
the similar un-Herodotean form inthei^e in d. d. S. c. 25. 

i for et. eiKiXos — "xcXos in De Astr. §§io and 20, and d. d. S. 
§§25 and 33, D. fluctuates and Stein and Abicht disagree, the 
former preferring ftxiXos — cf. Herod. Ill 81, and VIII 8 — where the 
MSS agree in giving this latter form. 

€v for I. In Arr. H. I. c. i, 6 occurs ei$vs: Hdtean. Wis. 

If for I. Arr. H. I. c. 18, 12 tep^m (Dubner for Upeia), Hdtean. 
Ipr'iia, cf. De Astr. c. 7, Dind. corrects Upd to Ipd and UparaTov to 
Iporarov. One codex here gives IparaTov. 

' C. XXXIV, Dubner pref. Trpfjy/iaTa ex Codice. 
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ov VS. 0. In Herodotus editors usually (e. g., Abicht) write 
omond^a On the analogy of the substantive ovvofia. In Bk. I 86, 
however, ovofida-ai; and Stein so edits; cf. his Uebers. des Dial. 

p. 52 i *' ov fur . . . ovvofia (aber ovojua^o), ovofiaLVia). Arr. ri. 1. 

c. I, 5; 21, 10; 27, I has the common form ovofiaia. So Dindorf 
in his Commentatio, etc., corrects De Astr. c. 23, but writes ovo/iofcTai 
in his text. 

i for ei: evcKa and v ('(peKKVin-iKov. Arr. H. I. has ciyexa once;' 
elsewhere {e.g., 15,5; 23,4) cwko. Dindorf, Commentatio de 
Dial. Herod, p. 35, says: 'E«i<a praepositionis duae tantum in 
codicibus Herodoti formae reperiuntur, HviKa et ilvtKtv, eaeque ante 
consonantes pariter atque vocales. Ego ubique Ave.Ke.v scripsi, 
formarum lonicarum Ht^v et inur^v analogia commendatum. Apud 

Lucianum (d. d. S. C. 33 et 39) rovveKa pro roC crcKa." 

In this connection it may be worth while to speak of the usage 
of the v iipiKKva-TiKov in the pieces under discussion. It occurs 
frequently in the Lucianic pieces, but Dindorf omits it ; in Arrian 
it is sometimes used. Editors usually consider it entirely foreign 
to the usage of Herod. Erman, however, St. V, p. 278, De Tit. 
Ionic. Dial.,^ says that the Ionic inscriptions show that the inser- 
tion of the V was on the whole more common than its omission, and 
concludes that its use fluctuated very* much as in Attic. It may 
be noticed in connection with the v form of eixna — i. e., elvfKtv — that 
we have here an additional ground against drawing a priori con- 
clusions in favor of an inordinate love on the part of the lonians 
for combinations of vowel-sounds under all circumstances. 

"i demonstraiivum." Arr. H. I. c. 3, 3 has Tavri/o-i. vwl, Bk. 
VII 229, is the only example in Herodotus, and Dindorf, d. d. S. 
c. 23, emends Tawrl to ravro (writes, however, in his Tauch. text 

TavTo). 

Aspirates.^ d. d. S. c. 16 Kd6t}Tm for Kdrrirai. So in Arr. c. 6, 9 
ovx for oIk ; and frequently in Arrian atBis for avns ; so ivravSa Arr. 

C. 21, 12; 42, I, etc., for tv6avTa; and C. 37, 8 evrevdev for ivdfvrev; 

the remaining one of this group of three — x""<"»' — '^ written where 
it occurs once (c. 16, 2) in the proper Herodotean form KiSd>i>. 

• Fid. Dubner, preface : " Semel legitur ovpea (in Codice 11, 11), semel oipoi, 
pro bpoi (c. 40, II), semel rivf/ca (c. 33, 9), semel fieya^o^ (in Cod. c. 29, 10), 
semel TpaTToiaro (c. 12, 12), ad horum normam non sum ausus centena loca 
refingere, quamquam credo Arrianum his formis esse usum. 

5 p. 279 . . . Tantum igitur abest, ut dialectus ubique illud v neglegat, ut vel 
frequentissimus videatur fuisse illius usus. 

^ For aspirates in Ionic inscriptions, cf. Karsten, §3. 
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Pronouns. In d. d. S. c. 51 occurs the form of the rel. pron. 
oTo) for Hdtean. ot/m ; so frequently in Arr. Ind. both in gen. and 
dative — e. g., c. i, 6; 23, 5, etc. Also the indef. pron. tm for rtm, 
c. 5, 13, etc. 

Verbal Forms. In d. d. S. c. 7 sqq. Dindorf corrects ylyverai to 
ylv€Tai. In Arrian's H. I. (e. g., 3, 8 ; 28, 4) the latter form occurs 
throughout, but this coincidence with the Ionic form may be owing 
to the fact that ytvonai from Aristotle onwards (c£ Veitch) usurps 
more and more the place of the Attic prose form. With the use 
of yiyvoiiat compare that of iityvvrai H. I. §4, 16 ; for Herodotean 
form iiiayerai cf Veitch. In a second passage, indeed (§17, 3), 
we find the latter form. In d. d. S. c. 21 the aor. mid. e'lre/i^vaTo is 
Epic and late (Veitch). Hdt. uses the second aor. e'fidvrjv. Also in 
c- 53> 55) the late aor. mid. (Veitch) ^vpanevoi and (^vpaTO, Herod. 

uses the act e^iprjo-a. 

Verbs in -fu, (Ifii. Very noticeable is the use of the Epic in- 
finitive efiiievai for eivai (cf Dind. Com.) both in the d. d. S. and 
once in the De Astr. c. 26. 

While this form is un-Herodotean, we find it in the oracle 
delivered to Croesus in the familiar passage B. I. 86. Arrian does 
not use it, but Aretaeus does (see above). 

In d. d. S. c. 25 the poetical form eVo-erat is used for corac (cf 
Hdt. Ill 134), and in De Astrologia, c. 5, Attic oJo-t for eovai. So 

Arr. 19, I ovras. 

la-Ttfui and ndrjiu. In d. d. S. C. 6 laravrai for lineaTm, also Arr. 
KariaravTO C. 7, 9, etc. So in De Astrol. C. 7 avaTidia<Ti for avariOelai 

(cf. Stud. VIII, p. 189). 

ft/ji. d. d. S. 28 ^eia-av for {r]U(rai>') ^icrav (Veitch, p. 204). Arrian 
has the ordinary Attic form enrjea-m, 24, 7 ; 36, 9, etc. ^loj' d. d. 
S. 25 may be compared with ^te Herod. II 26, V 51, 

Francis G. Allinson. 



